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PER CURI AM

M chael Al an Douglas pled guilty to possession of a
firearm by a convicted felon, in violation of 18 US. C
88 922(g)(1), 924(a)(2) (2000). The district court inposed a
gui del i nes sentence of one hundred nonths’ inprisonnment. The court
al so stated it woul d i npose an identical alternative sentence under

18 U.S.C. 8 3553 (2000), treating the guidelines as advisory only,

pursuant to this court’s recomendation in United States v.

Hanmoud, 378 F.3d 426 (4th Cir. 2004) (order), opinion issued by

381 F.3d 316 (4th Cir. 2004) (en banc), vacated, 125 S. C. 1051
(2005) .

Dougl as appeals his sentence, contending that the
judicially enhanced gui del i nes sentence was i nposed in viol ati on of

the Sixth Amendnent under United States v. Booker, 125 S. Ct. 738

(2005). Dougl as al so asserts the alternative sentence enhanced by
t he court was unreasonabl e because the court did not “specifically
address the factors enunerated in” 8 3553(a) and because the court
assunmed it had “unfettered discretion” when giving an alternative
sent ence.

We have conducted an i ndependent revi ew of the record and
find these contentions to be neritless. W further conclude that
because the alternative di scretionary sentence was identical to the
sentence inposed under the federal sentencing guidelines as they

existed at the time, any error in the inposition of the sentence



was harni ess. See United States v. \Wiite, 405 F.3d 208, 223-24

(4th GCir. 2005) (error did not affect substantial rights when court
indicated it was content with the guidelines range and sentence).
Therefore, we affirm Dougl as’ sentence.

We dispense with oral argunment because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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